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5. Landholder Attitudes to Farm 
Plantations 
 
Geoff Cockfield 
 
This chapter contains an analysis of landholders’ attitudes to the potential for establishing plantations 
on farms in medium rainfall areas (500-800 mm per year) where the current dominant forms of land-
use are grain and fibre crop production and the grazing of sheep and cattle. The data collection 
method was a survey of landholders. Results were derived by statistical analysis of landholder 
responses to various questions and statements relating to themselves, the property they own or 
manage and their attitudes to farm forestry. The aim of the research was to identify what type of 
landholders, if any, might consider establishing plantations, where, on their properties they are most 
likely to establish them and what factors deter them from establishing plantations. This information 
can be used by researchers, policy-makers and land-use administrators to develop regional or 
catchment-scale land management plans that take account of the views of landholders. The specific 
aim of the researcher was to provide data that could be used as part of a Multi-objective Decision 
Support System (MODSS) but it was anticipated that the data could also be used in other forms of 
community engagement, such as consultation processes. A secondary goal of the researcher was to 
add to the stock of information on landholders’ attitudes to farm forestry and, in particular, to consider 
the attitudes of landholders in the medium rainfall areas. 
 
5.1  The Adoption Farm Forestry in Broadacre Farming and Pastoral 
Areas 
 
The area devoted to farm forestry in Australia has increased substantially since the early 1990s, but 
the majority of plantations, and most of the total area of plantations, are in Western Australia, 
Victoria, Tasmania and the areas in Queensland between the east coast and Great Dividing Range 
(Tonts et al. 2001). There is comparatively little planting occurring in the inland broadacre and 
pastoral zones, especially in the northern ‘wheat/sheep zone’, consisting of the Darling Downs, 
Western Downs and Maranoa regions of southern Queensland and the plains of northern NSW. For 
example, in the Darling Downs region, there are few plantations and most of those are less than 10 ha 
in area (BRS 2000). The number of plantations has increased significantly in the 1990s, but most of 
these have been small. While there has been some corporate investment in the New England area of 
NSW and in the South Burnett region of Queensland, these plantations are on or near the Great 
Dividing Range, in the 750-800 mm rainfall zone. Few commercial landholders, those who depend on 
agricultural activity for much or most of their income, have established plantations and very few have 
established plantations of more than a few hectares. Most inquiries to forestry extension personnel, 
relating to the prospects for plantations, come from people with property sizes of less than 100 ha who 
do not derive their primary income from agriculture (Bailey 2001).  
 
Landholders, especially commercial farmers and graziers, seem to prefer growing crops and running 
livestock to establishing and managing plantations. This may be because of economic factors, such as 
the length of time until there is a return from plantations, but some researchers have suggested that 
there might be social and cultural factors that contribute to a resistance to having substantial areas of 
commercially grown trees on farms. Some historical accounts suggest that there is a long tradition of 
hostility by farmers to trees in the landscape (Bolton 1981, Lines 1991). Added to this, governments 
also actively encouraged and subsidised the removal of trees from land that was to be converted to 
crop production (Cockfield 1994). It should be noted that not all authors agree with this assumption of 
farmers’ implacable hostility towards trees (Barr and Cary 1992, Bonyhady 2000). Other studies have 
examined how attitudes amongst people from farming and rural backgrounds are shaped by a form of 
rural ideology, that encourages political conservatism and a hostility to the imposition of what are 
perceived to be externally generated policy ideas. (Aitken 1988, Wear 1991). In particular, there is a 
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general hostility to environmental ideas and proposals (Hamilton 1991). While landholders do hold 
some concern for environmental problems, such as soil erosion, they do not always recognise such 
problems on their own properties (Chamala et al. 1982, Chamala et al. 1983). Finally, some studies 
reveal that many landholders have a strong preference for conventional farm production as a work 
activity, as opposed to just a business activity (Hamilton 1991). From this, it might be anticipated that 
landholders with a reliance on, or personal attachment to, conventional agricultural production, would 
not be particularly supportive of a non-traditional activity such as forestry, especially if that activity 
was seen as serving environmental rather than commercial purposes. 
 
There has been considerable growth in landcare group membership in the last 20 years (Lockie and 
Vanclay 2000), which could be interpreted as a sign of changing values amongst landholders. A 
number of surveys of attitudes to tree planting and farm forestry plantations, conducted in north 
Queensland, the northern rivers area of NSW and south-east Queensland, suggest that there are 
landholders who are planting trees for land and water protection, aesthetic appearance and habitat 
development (Harrison et al. 1994, Herbohn et al. 1998). These and other surveys also show that 
landholders’ attitudes vary with gender, age, education level, income, degree of dependency on 
agricultural income and the type of agricultural activities they carry out.  
 
The aim of the researcher in this study is to identify variables that are associated with differing attitudes 
to farm forestry development. Particular attention is given to those variables associated with income 
and agricultural activities. In addition some landholder types are defined and an assessment is made of 
how attitudes to farm forestry vary across landholder types, especially the differences between 
commercial landholders and others.  
 
5.2  Research Methodology  
 
The survey instrument was developed from questionnaires used in north Queensland (Herbohn et al. 
1998). It was modified to reflect prevailing land-use activities and environmental issues in the study 
regions, which comprise six shires on the Darling Downs and one on the New England Tableland. 
Data from all shires are included in the analysis. The re-phrasing of questions was informed by 
discussions with local forestry extension personnel, interviews with two plantation owners on the 
Darling Downs and the conduct of a pilot survey at the 2000 Agshow in Toowoomba. While the 
results from the pilot survey were not analysed statistically, the feedback from respondents was taken 
into account in refining the final questionnaire. This questionnaire was tested on three types of 
landholders – namely a part-time farmer, a farmer with a plantation and a commercial crop producer – 
prior to being sent out to landholders. 
 
Questionnaire design and administration 
 
The four-page questionnaire used in the survey consists of four sections. Section 1 includes questions 
relating to experience with plantation and native timber. Questions in Section 2 relate to the extent 
and type of agricultural activities the respondents undertake on properties they own or manage. 
Sections 3 and 4 contain sets of statements, relating to reasons for, and barriers to, farm forestry. In 
each of the sections, there are two columns; one is a set of statements relating to plantations and one is 
a set of statements relating to the management of native trees for timber production. A five-point 
Likert scale is placed adjacent to each statement. The Likert scale for the questions relating to reasons 
for planting and managing is labelled as very important, quite important, moderately important, 
somewhat important and not important. The Likert scale for the questions relating to barriers to tree 
establishment and management is labelled strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree 
and strongly disagree. Each section commences with a statement of the reasons for the questions. This 
is based on the principle that such explanations encourage trust and cooperation. The most personal 
questions have been placed in Section 5.  
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There was some concern about how respondents perceived their role in answering the forestry 
questions, given that during the pilot survey landholders frequently refused to participate on the 
grounds that they did not have any experience with forestry. Therefore, recipients were asked to score 
the reasons as to why ‘landholders’ in general might or might not consider farm forestry. To 
counteract the problem of answering on the basis of perception of others, at the end of each set of 
statements, there was a question does your personal position differ to your answer above? This was 
followed by a ‘yes/no’ check box. Only a few respondents ticked ‘yes’, although many left this blank 
so there is some doubt in a number of cases about which perspective is taken. Section 5 contains 
questions relating to personal characteristics, including gender, age, level of education, profession, 
trade or skill, time spent in off-farm employment and income. There were also questions relating to 
the respondent’s business connection with the property or properties described in Sections 1 and 2 to 
find out whether the respondent owned, managed or rented the property, and whether they were in a 
partnership or a company.  
 
The sample database of landholders’ names and addresses was compiled from electronic databases 
held by five shire councils in the greater Darling Downs region and the Dumeresq Shire in the New 
England area. The sample was not stratified and the shires were selected on the basis of a willingness 
and capacity to provide the names and addresses of ratepayers. Some shire councils have a non-
disclosure policy with regard to their ratepayer databases and unfortunately one of those shires covers 
much of the study area used for the spatial analysis in Chapter 8. The database was searched manually 
to eliminate duplication in cases where one owner or set of owners was registered against several 
blocks of land. However, the total area for each ratepayer was retained, and those with areas of less 
than 10 ha were excluded. Despite this there are five respondents who have less than 10 ha. 
 
The remaining addresses were formatted as labels and printed. Each questionnaire was accompanied 
by a covering letter, explaining the purpose of the survey and offering merchandise vouchers as 
prizes, in an effort to increase the response rate and to identify, where possible, the shire of origin for 
each completed questionnaire. The questionnaires could either be posted back anonymously, or if 
respondents wished to enter a draw for some merchandise vouchers, they returned an additional sheet 
providing their names and addresses. This sheet was colour coded to indicate the shire in which the 
respondent resided. The choice of geographical anonymity was required under the ethical guidelines 
of the University of Southern Queensland. The response rates are reported in Table 5.1. 
 
Table 5.1. Questionnaire responses by shire 
 
Shire Total Total Identified Proportion of Proportion of total 
 sent returned response rate total sent responses 
Chinchilla 345 73 21.2 10.0 9.8 
Dumeresq 675 110 16.3 19.6 14.7 
Jondaryan 230 31 13.5 6.7 4.1 
Millmerran 490 77 15.7 14.2 10.3 
Rosalie 430 77 17.9 12.5 10.3 
Warwick 1272 232 18.2 37.0 31.1 
Unknown origin  147  0.0 19.7 
Total 3442 747 21.7 100.0 100.0 
 
Both Warwick and Dumeresq shires were formed from recent amalgamations of several shires and so 
are much larger in terms of landholder numbers than the other shires included in the survey. Larger 
properties are more likely to be found in Chinchilla and Millmerran Shires and in the west of 
Jondaryan Shire, where more extensive farming activities are practiced. Given the relatively high 
anonymous return rate, it is not possible to determine whether there is any geographical bias in the 
responses.  
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Data were entered into the SPSS statistical analysis program, Version 10.0, with the questionnaires 
numbered according to the order in which they were returned. The respondents were asked whether 
they had a profession, trade or skill, other than farming, and then asked what their profession is. Those 
who answered ‘no’ to the first question were classified as a ‘farmer only’. An answer of ‘yes’, with 
the skill listed, was then categorised according to the categories used in the Australian and New 
Zealand Standard Industrial Classification (ANZSIC). Where more than one skill was listed, the 
respondent was classified as having the higher-level skill. This did mean that people could be 
classified according to a profession in which they spent the lesser part of their time. Where the 
response was ‘yes’, but either there was no skill listed or the answer was not clear enough to allow a 
categorization, the respondents were excluded from analyses concerning their profession, trade or 
skill.  
 
Methods of analysis 
 
In undertaking the analyses, attempts were made to identify the socio-economic characteristics of 
respondents with significant relationships to various aspects of tree planting and management 
attitudes and behaviour. The main methods of analysis used were: 
 
• Factor analysis, in which specific statements were grouped, based on the responses in the 
Likert scales, to create fewer factor scales;  
• Significant difference of means (ANOVA). Where data relating to landholder or property 
characteristics could be sub-divided into discrete categories, for example yes/no questions, 
there was a comparison of means to check for population differences in regard to scores on 
the various scales created through the application of factor analyses.  
• Regression analyses, testing for correlations between various continuous data, for example 
property size and the factor scales; 
• Creating categories of landholders based on a combination of significant variables and then 
using differences of means to examine whether different landholder types had different 
attitudes to farm forestry.  
 
A 5% significance level was adopted for the last three forms of statistical analysis.  
 
Some exploratory analysis was undertaken; however, the results from these are too detailed to be 
easily reported, and some of the relationships identified contribute little to this chapter, though the 
findings may be of interest to those involved in some types of extension work and in research on the 
sociology of agricultural production. The exploratory work included:  
 
Chi-square tests of all Likert scale responses, that is, responses to statements about reasons for and 
barriers to farm forestry, in relation to characteristics of the respondents and their properties; 
Chi-square tests of all Likert scale responses against each other, that is, to determine whether scores in 
response to one statement area associated (positively or negatively) with scores for another statement.  
Testing for differences between means of all Likert scale responses in relation to the characteristics of 
the respondents and their properties, where those characteristics are expressed as categorical 
differences.  
 
Some of the findings provided ideas for future research, while others provided some depth of analysis. 
For example, where there is a significant correlation between a variable and one of the factor scale 
scores, it is possible to examine the results of that variable in relation to each of the statements that 
make up the factor scale. Some of these findings will be reported in the author’s forthcoming PhD 
thesis. In the interests of brevity and readability, only the results relating to the factor scales have been 
reported in this chapter. The significant findings from the various types of analyses are described. 
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5.3  Results of the Factor Analysis 
 
There were three main reasons for undertaking a factor analysis of the topics, as represented by the 
statements in the questionnaire. First, it simplifies the subsequent analysis, so that the 10 or 12 
statements are reduced to two or three factors (Green et al. 1988, p. 554). Second, it reveals areas of 
general concern, which helps to understand better the broad concerns of landholders. Third, it 
effectively creates larger scales, so that instead of five-point scale, based on one question, a set of 
three questions creates a 15-point scale. This, it can be argued, results in a more subtle gradation of 
responses. For reporting purposes, the final means are divided by the number of statements in each 
factor, to reduce all results to a standard measure (out of five). The factor analysis groups the 
statements based on the frequency with which respondents place similar scores on each of the 
statements. The grouped statements are then given names that represent or summarise the items 
included in the scale. A principal components analysis has been used to create the factor scales. For 
each scale, a scale reliability test was run, with the Cronbach Alpha statistic reported. This tests the 
inter-item correlation, and statistics greater than 0.7 indicate a relatively reliable scale has been 
identified, although a statistic of less than 0.7 is considered by some to be acceptable if the research is 
exploratory, as is the case here (Hair et al. 1992, p. 449). 
 
Before considering the factor analyses, the mean scores for the specific statements are shown so as to 
provide an indication of landholders’ responses to each of the statements. The mean scores for those 
statements relating to the topic ‘reasons for establishing plantations’ are presented in Table 5.2. There 
is no obvious relationship between the types of statements and their relative scores, although the three 
statements with the highest mean scores are not directly related to income but are associated with 
property planning decisions that have impacts on overall production.  
 
Table 5.2. Mean scores for statements of reasons for establishing plantations 
 
Statement Number of 
observations 
Mean 
Minimise land degradation by establishing ground cover  711 3.87 
Establish shelter belts for stock or crops  716 3.79 
Make better use of low-fertility country  705 3.75 
Increase total farm income  706 3.45 
Increase the value of property  710 3.73 
Make better use of unused parts of property  704 3.59 
Provide habitat for wildlife  717 3.49 
Provide income for later in life 702 3.30 
Diversify income  696 3.24 
Make property look better  707 3.11 
Less labour intensive and easier to manage  703 3.11 
Provide timber for on-farm use  714 3.07 
Reduce total tax paid  694 2.63 
 
The results for the principal components analysis of the statements included in the topic ‘reasons for 
establishing plantations’ are reported in Table 5.3. The scores in the right-hand columns indicate the 
strength of the relationship of the statement to the factor while the alpha result indicates the reliability 
of the scale. According to the alpha result, the farm management scale could be considered as not 
particularly reliable as a scale. The final statement is ungrouped because of its negative relationship 
with all of the factors. 
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Table 5.3. Factor matrix for the reasons for establishing plantations 
 
Standardized 
item alpha 
Scale name Statement Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Provide income for later in life 0.835 0.199 0.058 
Increase total farm income 0.823 0.174 0.069 
Less labour intensive and easier to 
manage 
0.756 0.200 0.207 
Diversify income 0.797 0.108 0.316 
Increase the value of the property 0.585 0.243 0.451 
 
 
 
0.8801 
 
 
 
Economic 
Reduce total tax paid 0.578 0.098 0.347 
Provide habitat for wildlife 0.239 0.797 0.071 
Minimise land degradation by 
establishing ground cover 
0.240 0.731 0.248 
 
0.7592 
 
Environmental 
Make better use of low-fertility country 0.457 0.452 0.385 
Provide timber for on-farm use 0.202 0.046 0.761 
Establish shelter belts for stock or 
crops 
0.066 0.401 0.707 
 
0.679 
 
Farm 
management 
Make better use of unused parts of the 
property 
0.336 0.217 0.652 
 Ungrouped Make property look better -0.061 -0.670 -0.150 
 
 
The mean scores for the statements of the topic ‘barriers to establishing plantations’ are reported in 
Table 5.4. The statements with the higher scores are concerned with the perceived returns from 
timber, the potential inflexibility of land-use choice resulting from timber production and concern 
about government regulation of the resource. Scores for the statements relating to risk and 
management of a plantation are relatively low.  
 
Table 5.4. Mean scores for statements of barriers to establishing plantations 
 
Statement Number of 
observations 
Mean 
There is too much uncertainty about future returns from timber 715 3.78 
It is more important to be able to quickly change enterprises  716 3.72 
Future government regulations will restrict production opportunities  710 3.70 
Requires too much upfront capital  710 3.68 
Annual income is more important than long-term income 717 3.61 
It is more profitable to graze or farm than to plant trees 713 3.58 
Not enough knowledge about trees in region  712 3.33 
The risk of fire damage to trees is too high 710 3.16 
The risk of pest damage to trees is too high  710 2.75 
The risk of storm damage to trees is too high 712 2.65 
It would be difficult to learn to manage plantations  709 2.49 
There is not enough knowledge about suitable tree species for the region  713 2.33 
 
 
The results for the factor analysis of the barriers statements and the reliability tests for the scales are 
presented in Table 5.5. The final statements are ungrouped because of the relatively low values in 
relation to each of the factors. The Cronbach Alpha tests suggest that the knowledge scale is not 
reliable; however, subsequent results are reported.  
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Table 5.5. Factor matrix for the barriers to establishing plantations 
 
Standardized 
item alpha 
Scale name 
 
 Factor 
1 
Factor 
2 
Factor 
3 
It is more profitable to graze or farm than 
to plant trees 
0.788 -0.020 0.205 
There is too much uncertainty about future 
returns from timber 
0.717 0.240 -0.019 
It is more important to be able to quickly 
change enterprises 
0.708 0.197 0.101 
Future government regulations will restrict 
production opportunities  
0.531 0.245 -0.147 
 
 
 
 
0.7596 
 
 
 
 
Economic 
Annual income is more important than 
long-term income 
0.671 0.091 0.303 
The risk of storm damage 0.098 0.783 0.179 
The risk of fire damage 0.202 0.751 0.039 
 
0.7123 
 
Risk 
The risk of pest damage 0.071 0.564 0.453 
There are no suitable species for my area -0.032 0.038 0.845  
0.441 
 
Knowledge There is not enough knowledge about 
suitable tree species for the region 
0.228 0.257 0.561 
Requires too much up-front capital 0.383 0.531 -0.097   
Ungrouped It would be too difficult to learn to manage 
plantations 
0.098 0.520 0.122 
 
 
5.4  Results of the Statistical Analyses 
 
A number of statistically significant relationships between personal and property characteristics and 
attitudes were found. Because some of these do not contribute directly to the main analysis in this 
chapter they are not discussed. Many of those relationships are, however, of potential interest to 
extension personnel, and so a summary of the findings is included. The details of these findings are 
available from the author and will be discussed in a forthcoming PhD thesis. The statements in the 
summary below report situations in which significance levels of 5% or lower were achieved.  
 
1. Females had higher scores on the Total Reason scale and on the three factor scales, most notably 
Environmental Reason.  
2. Older respondents had lower scores on all reasons scales with a significant difference between ages 
on the Economic Reason scale.  
3. Those with higher levels of final education (e.g. diploma or degree) had higher scores for Total 
Reason, Economic Reason and Environmental Reason, than did those with primary or secondary 
school education. In addition, those whose highest level of formal education is at the secondary or 
primary level had higher scores on all barrier scales than did those with a degree or diploma.  
4. Those respondents who reported having a profession, skill or trade, and those classified as a 
manager, administrator, professional, associate professional and clerical or service worker, gave 
significantly higher ratings to all scales in the topic ‘reasons for establishing plantations’ than did 
those classified as a farmer only, intermediate production and transport worker, or tradesperson or 
related worker. This latter set of categories was also associated with significantly higher ratings on 
the scales Total Barrier, Economic Barrier and Knowledge Barrier. 
5. The longer the period of time respondents have been involved with property ownership or 
management, the lower the scores for the Total Reason, Economic Reason and Environmental 
Reason scales and the higher the scores for the Total Barrier and Economic Barrier scales.  
6. Those who believe they will pass the property on to friends or family are more likely to have lower 
scores for the Total Reason and Environmental Reason scales, but they also have lower ratings for 
the Total Barrier and Economic Barrier scales. 
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There were also some notable differences in ratings on the various scales, between those who have 
direct or indirect experience with trees and those who have not. Those people who identified 
themselves as having plots of trees that could be suitable for native timber production gave higher 
ratings for the Farm Management Reason scale and lower ratings for the Knowledge Barrier scale 
than those who reported having no plots of trees suitable for native timber production. There are also 
significant differences between those with direct experience of tree planting and those who have none.  
 
Those who have planted trees in the last 15 years have higher ratings for all the reasons scales than 
those who have not planted trees in that time (Table 5.6). 
 
Table 5.6. Respondents who planted trees in the last 15 years and reasons for establishing a plantation 
 
Mean ratings Have you planted 
trees on your 
property in the last 
15 years? 
n 
Total 
reason 
Economic 
reason 
Environmental 
reason 
Farm 
management 
reason 
Yes 431 3.52 3.36 3.80 3.54 
No 212 3.24 3.04 3.48 3.36 
Total 643 3.43 3.25 3.69 3.48 
F  12.836 12.091 14.129 4.285 ANOVA 
 Sig.  0.000 0.001 0.000 0.039 
 
Amongst those who have planted trees, there were differences in the ratings of various scales 
according to the respondents’ stated purpose of the plantings.  
 
1. Those who planted trees specifically to provide shelter for stock or crops had higher ratings for 
Total Reason and Farm Management Reason than did the rest of those who planted trees.  
2. Those who planted trees to improve the environmental aspects of waterways had higher ratings 
for the Environmental Reason than the rest of those who planted trees.  
3. Those who planted trees to protect soil had higher ratings on Environmental Reason, Total 
Reason and Economic Reason than did the rest of those who planted trees.  
4. Those who planted trees to encourage wildlife had higher ratings on the Environmental Reason 
and Total Reason scales than did the rest of those who planted trees.  
5. Those who planted trees with an intention of harvesting had lower ratings for all scales in the 
topic ‘barriers to plantation establishment’.  
 
This information about the socio-economic characteristics of landholders’ with different levels of 
interest in tree planting can help extension personnel to identify people who are more likely to be 
interested in joint ventures or in establishing research or demonstration plots. In addition, it provides 
policy-makers with a greater understanding of the policy environment.  
 
5.5  Identifying Significant Differences in Income, Property and 
Production Characteristics  
 
The second stage of analysis was to identify any socio-economic characterstics that could be used to 
categorise the respondents into a set of landholder types. Where there were categorical data, the mean 
ratings were compared for significant differences and where there were continuous data, regressions 
were used. Again, many significant results were obtained, some of which confirm relationships 
revealed by other analyses. These confirmatory findings are noted but the results are not fully reported 
in the interests of brevity.  
 
In general the greater time spent in off-farm employment, the higher the mean scores on Total 
Reasons and Economic Reasons for establishing plantations, as indicated in Table 5.7. Tests for 
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significant differences in mean ratings for various scales between specific groups have not been 
conducted here because the purpose is just to identify the significant characteristics and then use them 
to create categories of landholders. From Table 5.7, the greatest disparity in mean ratings is between 
those who spend less than five hours a week in off-farm employment, and those who spend more than 
30 hours a week so engaged. There were a few respondents who spent less than five hours a week in 
paid employment but did not engage in considerable agricultural activity. It is presumed that these 
people were retirees or owned businesses and saw themselves as not being ‘in paid employment’.  
 
Table 5.7. Time spent in paid employment and reasons for establishing plantations 
 
Time spent in Mean ratings 
off-farm n Total Economic Environmental Farm 
employment  reason reason reason management 
     reason 
Less than 5 hrs/wk 343 3.30 3.14 3.53 3.36 
5 - 15 hrs/wk 43 3.42 3.21 3.88 3.51 
15 -30 hrs/wk 55 3.49 3.32 3.77 3.48 
More than 30 hrs/wk 198 3.64 3.49 3.94 3.66 
Total 639 3.43 3.27 3.70 3.47 
F  5.777 4.625 7.248 3.678 
Sig. level  .001 .003 .000 .012 
 
The proportion of income derived from farm activities is significantly correlated with all reasons 
scales and all of the barrier scales except Risk Barrier. The results of analyses presented in Table 5.8 
indicate that the higher the proportion of income from farm activities, the lower the ratings for the 
reasons scales, while the higher the proportion of income from farm activities, the higher the ratings 
for the barrier scales.  
 
Table 5.8. Proportion of income derived from farm activities and the ratings of importance given to 
the scales in the topics reasons for and barriers to, establishing plantations 
 
Dependent variable R square t-statistic Significance level 
Total reason 0.022 -3.640 0.000 
Economic reason 0.012 -2.840 0.005 
Environmental reason 0.041 -5.117 0.000 
Farm management reason 0.011 -2.793 0.005 
Total Barrier 0.019 3.382 0.001 
Economic Barrier  0.032 4.568 0.000 
Knowledge Barrier 0.014 3.144 0.002 
 
There is also a relationship between total income and barriers to establishing plantations, as indicated 
in Table 5.9. This suggests that those with higher incomes tend to have lower Total Barrier and 
Economic Barrier scores. Taken together, the analyses reported in Tables 5.8 and 5.9 suggest that 
those with a low dependency on agricultural income and a high income would have generally higher 
reasons scores and lower barrier scores. To explore this further, respondents were categorised 
according to the proportion of income earned from properties and total income.  
 
Table 5.9. Total income and economic barriers to the establishment of plantations 
 
Scale R square t-statistic Significance level 
Total Barrier 0.033 -4.512 0.000 
Economic Barrier  0.015 -3.112 0.002 
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The respondents were divided into three sets, according to dependency on agricultural income, and 
then each set was divided into high and low income to create six final categories. A more 
comprehensive categorisation, discussed below, supersedes this analysis, so analysis of the typology 
based on total income/source of income is not reported in detail. The analysis did, however, qualify 
some of the findings from the regression analyses reported in Tables 5.8 and 5.9:  
 
1. Higher income recreational landholders have higher scores for the Total Reason and 
Environmental Reason scales, and lower scores for the Total Barrier and Economic Barriers, than 
do lower income landholders. That is, the income effect indicated by the regression relationship 
holds true between the two recreational categories.  
2. The higher income part-time farmers are not significantly different with regard to reasons for 
establishing plantations, from their lower income counterparts. They did have higher barrier 
scores however. 
3. The higher income full-time farmers had lower Total Reason and Economic Reason ratings than 
did the lower income counterparts, and they also had higher ratings for Total Barrier and 
Economic Barrier. 
 
The above results indicate that ‘commercial’ farmers, especially those with high incomes, gave lower 
ratings for Total Reason and Economic Reason and higher ratings for Total Barrier and Economic 
Barrier than did those who derive little or no income from properties. To further develop the concept 
of a ‘commercial’ farmer, variables including those representing property characteristics and farm 
business activities were analysed to assess their relationship with scales indicative of respondents’ 
attitudes to plantations.  
 
The first variable considered was property area. The results of regressions analyses indicate that those 
with larger properties are likely to have lower scores for the scales Total Reason and Environmental 
Reason. 
 
Table 5.10. Log of the property area and the factor scales 
 
Dependent variable R square t-statistic Significance level 
Total reason 0.014 -2.991 0.003 
Environmental reason 0.041 -5.393 0.000 
 
A comparison of means for the Environmental Reason scale also showed that those who owned more 
than one property were likely to have a lower score than those who owned only one property. It is 
presumed that this variable is another measure of – or related to – total property size, and possibly to 
sources of income.  
 
In terms of what respondents produced from their properties, there was only one significant factor. 
Those who owned livestock were more likely to have higher ratings for the Total Barrier and 
Economic Barrier scales, than those who had no livestock. Livestock is a broad category and includes 
pigs, fish and poultry, as well as sheep and cattle. Therefore, there is a case for sub-categorisation.  
 
Table 5.11. Mean scores for barriers to establishing plantations by livestock ownership 
 
Ownership of   Mean scores 
livestock n Total Economic Risk Knowledge 
  barrier barrier barrier barrier 
No 49 35.694 16.224 8.373 5.404 
Yes 632 38.995 18.508 8.568 5.667 
F  12.142 19.111 0.370 1.350 
Sig.  0.001 0.000 0.543 0.246 
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This section of the chapter has highlighted some of the variables that appear to be associated with 
differences in attitudes to the reasons for, and barriers to, establishing farm forestry plantations. From 
the various tests of significance, several variables have been identified, including: 
 
1. Level of income; 
2. Proportion of income from agriculture; 
3. Time spent in paid off-farm employment; 
4. Size of property; and 
5. Type of agricultural activity (although this was limited to only one type of production being a 
significant factor). 
 
In order to simplify the analyses, and reflect combinations of these factors that are found in the study 
site, a set of farmer types was created.  
 
5.6  Analysis of Attitudes to Farm Forestry Plantations by Farmer 
Type  
 
The respondents were classified into landholder type categories. The categorisation was based on 
combining some of the variables that seemed to be relevant, while keeping in mind some of the farm 
types that are found in the study regions. Through classifying respondents, at least partially, by 
producer activity and property scale, the landholder types can be associated with particular areas of a 
region, which can thus assist in constructing a spatial analysis of possible farm forestry scenarios. The 
classifications are described in Table 5.12. 
 
Table 5.12. Categorisation of farm types 
 
Classification n Range of 
total 
property 
area 
Production range Proportion of 
time in paid 
employment 
Income 
from 
farm 
Non-production 
landholders 
73 4-200 haa From no activity up to 20 
cattle or equivalent stock 
More than 15 
hours  
10% or 
less  
Recreational 
farmers 
165 10-306 ha Up to 80 ha of grain or up to 
80 head of cattle or 
equivalent activity 
More than 15 
hours 
0-35%  
Part-time graziers 134 30-3300 ha Up to 700 head of cattle, but 
most in 80-200 head range 
5-30 hours 10-
70% 
Part-time mixed 
farmersb 
45 40-700 ha 40-300 ha of grain, some 
with irrigation and/or 10-250 
cattle or equivalent 
combinations  
5-30 hours 10-
70% 
Intensive 
livestock farmers 
44 40-1720 ha Feedlot cattle, pigs or 
chickens of an obviously 
commercial scale 
More than 30 
hours 
70% or 
more 
Commercial crop 
farmers  
67 80-2100 ha Predominantly grain and 
cotton production 
More than 30 
hours 
70% or 
more 
Commercial 
mixed farmers 
29 130-1900 
ha 
Mix of grazing and crop 
production 
More than 30 
hours 
70% or 
more 
Commercial 
graziers 
177 150-2900 
ha 
Predominantly grazing 
activity 
More than 30 
hours 
70% or 
more 
 
a. There were five larger properties outside this range 
b. This category includes part-time crop farmers. There were only five of them so they were included 
with part-time farmers who had both crop and stock 
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The main four criteria for classification were the extent of production, time spent on and the 
proportion of income from farm activities, and proportion of time in paid employment. The 
importance of the level of off-farm employment was in some cases overridden by the scale of farming 
operations. If the level of production was high, for example 4,000 sheep or 200 cattle, but the time 
spent in paid employment was 5-30 hours, these cases were shifted into the ‘commercial’ categories 
rather than being classed as ‘part-time’. There were 10 of these cases. The area range was not a 
criterion for classification, but a result of the classification. 
 
Differences between farmer types were examined statistically using ANOVA and least significant 
differences (LSDs) between means. The LSD outputs are arranged to show where single categories or 
sets of categories have significantly higher scores than another category or set of categories. The test 
of categories against the reasons scales show that there are, in general, differences between the ‘low 
production’ categories (low production landholders, recreational farmers and part-time graziers) and 
other categories. 
 
Table 5.13. Mean ratings for scales of reasons for establishing plantations by landholder categories 
 
Landholder type Mean rating  
 
 
n       Economic          Environmental 
          reason                    reason 
Farm management 
reason 
Total 
reason 
All Categories 655 3.3 3.7 3.5 3.4 
Low production landholders (LP) 61 3.5 4.1 3.5 3.7 
Recreational farmers (RF) 153 3.4 3.9 3.6 3.6 
Part-time graziers (PG) 118 3.3 3.9 3.6 3.6 
Part-time mixed farmers (PF) 40 2.9 3.5 3.4 3.2 
Intensive livestock producers (IP) 35 3.0 3.5 3.6 3.3 
Commercial grain farmers (CF) 61 3.3 3.5 3.2 3.3 
Commercial mixed farmers (CM) 25 3.4 3.5 3.2 3.4 
Commercial graziers (CG) 154 3.1 3.3 3.3 3.2 
ANOVA F  2.054 6.635 2.160 3.220 
 Sig  0.038 0.000 0.029 0.001 
Least square difference  LP>PF.IP.CG 
RF.PG >PF.CG 
LP.RF> 
PF.IP.CF.CM.CG 
PG>PF.CF.CG 
RF>CF.CM.CG 
PG>CM.CG 
LP.RF> 
PF.CF.CG 
PG>PF.CG 
 
The LSD tests indicate where there are differences in the mean ratings of different categories. Low 
production landholders tend to rate economic reasons more highly than do part-time farmers, 
intensive livestock producers and commercial graziers, while recreational farmers and part-time 
graziers tend to have higher ratings than do part-time farmers and commercial graziers. The low 
production landholders, the recreational farmers and the part-time graziers tend to have higher scores 
for all reasons, than do the other categories. For the Environmental Reason scale, the low production 
landholders and the recreational farmers gave significantly higher ratings than did all the other groups, 
except for the part-time graziers. For this reasons scale, the part-time graziers gave significantly 
higher ratings than the part-time farmers, the commercial grain farmers and the commercial graziers. 
Recreational farmers tended to have higher ratings for the farm management scale than did each of the 
three commercial categories, while part-time graziers gave significantly higher ratings than did 
commercial mixed farmers and commercial graziers. For the Total Reason scale, low production 
landholders and recreational farmers gave significantly higher ratings than did the part-time farmers, 
commercial crop farmers and commercial graziers, while part-time graziers gave significantly higher 
ratings than did part-time farmers and commercial graziers. 
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This first analysis indicates landholder types that have a greater interest in plantations. A further 
objective of the researcher is to anticipate variations in attitudes to the specific purposes of 
plantations. Therefore, another test was undertaken to detect variations in responses to specific 
reasons statements, as represented by the scales. The mean ratings for the various landholder types are 
reported in Table 5.14, with the significance results shown in Table 5.15. 
 
The right-hand column of Table 5.16 presents the pairwize comparisons. The points below summarise 
the findings that are relevant to the later discussion: 
 
1. The ‘income’ statements, relating to direct income, future income and diversifying income, 
generally have lower scores than those relating to farm management or environmental protection. 
There are significant differences between the three low-production categories, low production 
landholders, recreational farmers and part-time graziers and the other landholder types.  
2. All groups gave high ratings for minimising land degradation, relative to their scores for other 
statements, but the three lower production types had significantly higher ratings than did the other 
types.  
3. Those landholder types where livestock is the predominant agricultural activity have 
comparatively higher ratings for establishing shelter belts as a reason for establishing plantations. 
In particular, the intensive livestock producers, recreational farmers and part-time graziers had 
significantly higher ratings for this reason than other landholder types. 
4. The three low-production landholders and the commercial crop farmers gave higher ratings than 
other groups for each of the scales, making use of low-fertility areas and making use of unused 
parts of the property.  
5. Commercial producers have high scores for increasing the value of the property, relative to their 
scores for other statements, but low-production landholders gave higher ratings than commercial 
graziers and part-time farmers, while part-time graziers and recreational farmers gave higher 
ratings than commercial graziers. 
6. For the habitat statement, the low-production landholders gave higher ratings than almost all other 
groups, while recreational farmers gave a higher score than the commercial groups and the part-
time mixed farmers.  
7. The only statement for which the three low-production groups had comparatively low scores, was 
with regard to making the property look better. 
8. Tax benefits had relatively low ratings for almost all groups, but the low production groups had 
the highest comparative scores amongst the groups. 
 
The final analysis undertaken was to check the mean ratings for the barrier scales by landholder types. 
In general, the low-production types had the lowest scores for the Total Barrier, Economic Barrier 
and Knowledge Barrier scales. 
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 Table 5.14. Mean ratings for specific reasons for establishing plantations by landholder type 
 
Mean rating  
Reason for establishing plantations Total  Low
production 
landholders 
Recreational 
farmers 
Part-time 
graziers 
Part-time 
mixed 
farmers 
Intensive 
livestock 
producers 
Commercial 
grain farmers 
Commercial 
mixed farmers 
Commercial 
grazing 
Minimise land degradation 3.87 4.40        4.16 4.10 3.58 3.83 3.63 3.68 3.33
Establish shelter belts 3.79         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
3.55 4.02 3.98 3.69 4.08 3.47 3.43 3.63
Use of low-fertility sites  3.75 4.04 3.96 3.91 3.58 3.63 3.77 3.71 3.34
Increase value of property 3.73 4.04 3.81 3.86 3.50 3.76 3.72 3.64 3.52
Make use of unused sites 3.58 3.67 3.72 3.76 3.50 3.59 3.69 3.48 3.28
Provide habitat for wildlife 3.49 4.03 3.68 3.61 3.23 3.20 3.28 3.07 3.25
Increase total income  3.44 3.41 3.54 3.58 2.98 3.25 3.44 3.75 3.36
Provide income later in life  3.31 3.55 3.52 3.29 3.09 2.95 3.14 3.41 3.17
Diversify income  3.24 3.29 3.31 3.47 2.89 2.85 3.32 3.15 3.12
Make property look better  3.12 2.94 2.87 3.15 3.39 3.05 2.92 3.00 3.42
Less labour intensive 3.11 3.55 3.29 3.08 3.07 2.90 3.23 3.25 2.79
On-farm timber 3.07 3.34 3.11 3.22 2.93 3.21 2.55 2.71 3.07
Tax benefits 2.63 2.85 2.88 2.80 2.33 2.28 2.67 2.68 2.38
 
 
 
  
 
Table 5.15. Summary of statistics for differences in mean ratings for reasons statements by 
landholder type obtained from ANOVA 
 
Reason for planting trees F Sig. n Least significant difference 
Minimise land degradation 8.665 0.000 700 
LP>IP.CM.CF.PF.CG 
RF.PG>CF.PF.CG 
 
Establish shelter belts 3.028 0.002 705 
 
IP.RF.PG> LP.CG.CF.CM 
 
Use of low-fertility sites 3.449 0.001 694 
 
LP.RF.PG.CF>CG 
 
Increase value of property  1.979 0.047 699 
 
LP> CG.PF 
PG .RF>CG 
 
Make use of unused sites 1.609 0.118 693 
PG.RF.CF.LP>CG 
 
Provide habitat for wildlife 3.908 0.000 706 
LP>PG.CF.CG.PF.IP.CM 
RF>CF.CG.PF.IP.CM 
PG>CG 
 
Increase total income  1.286 0.247 695 
 
CM.PG.RF>PF 
 
Provide income later in life  1.533 0.142 691 
LP>IP 
RF>IP.CG 
 
Diversify income  1.461 0.168 685 
PG>IP.PF.CG 
 
Make property look better  2.473 0.012 696 
CG>LP.CF.RF 
PF>RF 
 
Less labour intensive  2.439 0.013 692 
LP>PG.IP.CG 
RF.CF>CG 
 
On-farm timber 2.024 0.041 703 
LP>CF.CM 
RF.PG.IP.CG>CF 
 
Tax benefits 2.559 0.009 683 
LP>CG 
RF>PF.IP.CG 
PG>CG 
 
Note: Categories are in descending order, based on the total mean rating for each statement. 
 
 
Table 5.16. Mean scores for barriers to establishing plantations by landholder type 
 
Landholder types  Mean score 
 n 
Economic  
barrier  
Risk  
barrier  
Knowledge 
barrier  
Total  
barrier  
All Categories 679 3.67 2.85 2.82 3.63 
Low production landholders (LP) 70 3.35 2.80 2.59 3.78 
Recreational farmers (RF) 163 3.52 2.87 2.74 3.95 
Part-time graziers (PG) 125 3.79 2.92 2.76 3.86 
Part-time mixed farmers (PF) 42 3.68 2.79 3.03 3.97 
Intensive livestock producers (IP) 39 3.72 2.85 2.94 4.03 
Commercial grain farmers (CF) 61 3.77 2.90 3.12 3.84 
Commercial mixed farmers (CM) 26 3.77 2.79 2.80 3.93 
Commercial graziers (CG) 156 3.78 2.81 2.88 3.88 
F  3.973 0.364 3.356 2.662 ANOVA 
Sig.  0.000 0.940 0.001    0.007 
Least significant difference  PG.CG.CF>LP.RF 
PF.CM.IL >LP 
No significant 
differences 
CF>CG.PG.RF.LP 
PF>PG.RF.LP 
IL.CG>LP 
PG.CF.CG>RF.LP 
IL>LP 
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 The key points from this analysis are: 
 
1. The commercial types and the part-time farmers have significantly higher scores for the 
Economic Barrier scale, than do the three lower production categories; 
2. There are no significant differences between groups with regard to the Risk Barrier scale; 
3. Commercial farmers, part-time farmers and intensive livestock producers have significantly 
higher scores for the Knowledge Barrier, than did the low production types; and 
4. For the Total Barrier scale, commercial farmers, commercial graziers, part-time farmers and 
intensive livestock producers have significantly higher scores than do the low production 
landholders and the recreational farmers. In addition, the part-time graziers have a 
significantly higher score for this scale, than do the low-production landholders and the 
recreational farmers.  
 
5.7  Discussion of Results  
 
Reports of analyses of previous surveys of landholders attitudes to farm forestry suggest that the 
economic reasons for planting trees, such as to increase income or diversify production, are generally 
ranked lower in importance by landholders, than those relating to land and water protection, aesthetic 
appearance and habitat development and those who were planting trees were planting them for non-
economic reason (Harrison et al. 1994, Herbohn et al. 1998). In addition, commercial landholders – 
who are more dependent on agricultural activities for income – tend to rate most reasons for planting 
trees lower and most barriers to planting trees higher, than do other landholder types. Analysis of 
responses to this survey indicate that attitudes to farm forestry vary with gender, age and education 
level. The primary aim of the researcher for this chapter was to ascertain whether categories of 
landholders, created from a combination of variables that have been reported to have a relationship 
with landholders attitudes to farm forestry, would differ in their attitudes to farm forestry. If a 
combination of high scores for scales relating to reasons for plantation establishment and low scores for 
scales relating to barriers to plantation establishment signify a predisposition to consider establishing 
plantations, then: 
 
1. The three lower production groups – low-production landholders, recreational farmers and part-
time graziers – are generally more predisposed to consider farm forestry than the other groups. 
This supports the findings of the preliminary analyses in this chapter of single variables, previous 
survey work and the experience of forestry extension personnel. However, the part-time graziers 
are more like the commercial groups in relation to the barriers to undertaking farm forestry. 
2. Even a relatively small amount of agricultural production is associated with a difference in 
attitudes. The low-production landholders differ from commercial groups on almost all tests for 
differences in responses, while for a few tests, there are no significant differences between 
recreational farmers and part-time graziers and the commercial groups. That is, those with even a 
small level of agricultural activity may have similar attitudes to commercial farmers on some 
issues. 
3. Part-time mixed farmers are more like the commercial groups than the three low-production 
types. This may be because many are running operations that they hope will be, or were at one 
point, commercially viable. Crop production signals a greater degree of engagement in farming 
activities than small numbers of stock. Therefore, these types of part-time farmers tend to have the 
attitudes and interests similar to those of the commercial crop farmers. 
4. Economic reasons for establishing plantations are not a high priority, based on the scores for 
individual statements, for any of the farmer types, although they tend to rank comparatively 
higher for the commercial crop farmers. However, the commercial farmers, especially grain 
farmers, consider that there are high economic barriers to establishing plantations. This means 
even though commercial farmers might require a commercial reason for establishing a plantation, 
they do not believe that it will be commercially viable to do so. 
5. Of all the landholders surveyed, the three low-production categories, especially the low-
production landholders, are most open to considering environmental reasons for establishing 
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 plantations, and in particular indicate the greatest willingness to establish plantations to provide 
habitat for wildlife. Commercial crop farmers are more open to environmental reasons than 
commercial graziers, intensive livestock producer and part-time farmers. Commercial graziers and 
part-time farmers attached the lowest scores to environmental reasons for establishing plantations. 
6. Land protection as a reason for establishing plantations has the highest level of support as an 
average of the scores given by all respondents. This reason is strongly supported by almost all 
landholder types defined for this study, relative to their support for other individual statements, 
with the three low-production groups having the highest overall scores for this reason.  
7. Shelter belts as a reason for establishing plantations are also relatively well supported and are 
understandably a greater relative priority for those with livestock. Commercial grain farmers and 
commercial mixed farmers do not rate this reason as particularly important. This may be related to 
the lack or ambiguity of evidence of crop protection benefits from shelter-belts in the northern, 
dryland cropping regions. 
8. Making use of low fertility areas as a reason for establishing plantations is the third highest rated 
reason for establishing plantations, with the three low-production farmer types placed 
significantly higher ratings on this reason than did the commercial graziers. Landholders in 
general may view forestry as an activity best located on poor soils. The exception here is the 
commercial graziers who may routinely graze low-fertility areas already. 
9. The three lower production farmer types have the higher scores for making use of unused parts of 
the property as a reason for establishing plantations, with commercial graziers having the lowest 
overall score. This means that the commercial farmers are not that interested in using unused parts 
of their farms. Presumably, graziers already have the capacity to use most of their properties 
because most areas can be grazed at some time. Commercial crop farmers would have some 
unused areas, such as those adjacent to waterways and those in paddock corners. They do not 
seem to have a particular interest in making use of these and this may be because they are not 
interested in devoting the time to a small-scale, low return (as they see it) enterprise, when their 
turnover from crops is high.  
 
If correct, the above conclusions have some implications for the way farm forestry will develop across 
agricultural landscapes, if indeed it develops at all. 
 
5.8  Implications of the Results for Land-use in Agricultural 
Landscapes 
 
Based on the preceding results and discussion, a number of implications for land-use patterns are 
hypothesised. 
 
1. There will not be a rapid increase in the area of farm forestry in broadacre agricultural landscapes. 
2. If more landholders engage in tree planting, then this may contribute to an increased interest in 
small-scale plantations. There is however, no way of ascertaining from this study whether 
experience with trees is the result of a person having different attitudes, or whether the experience 
leads to the change of mind. 
3. Any expansion in the number of growers will primarily rely on smallholders, especially those 
with higher incomes, professional backgrounds and off-farm income, and also those with some 
pre-existing interest in, or experience with, trees. 
4. Production from tree plantations may be restricted if landholders initially establish them mainly 
on poor soils. 
5. Some commercial producers may establish shelter belts, but are not strongly supportive of using 
parts of their properties that are not currently used for conventional production.  
6. The more commercial farmers, excluding the graziers, view soil protection as a reason for 
establishing plantations. This may provide one opportunity to promote farm forestry, although it 
must be remembered that landholders do not always recognise land degradation problems on their 
own farms (Chamala et al. 1982). 
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 Across the landscape, plantations will most likely be nearer the Great Dividing Range, where 
smallholders are most numerous, with little activity in the pastoral zone. Plantations will be small, 
most likely scattered, and in some cases productivity may be quite low. This is because landholders, 
including the low-production groups, see plantations as primarily serving functions that tend to be 
associated with ‘mosaic’ plantings. Assuming that landholders regard most land degradation as being 
confined to limited sites within a property, and given that minimising land degradation is seen as 
being one of the most supported reasons for establishing plantations, then those who act to minimise 
such degradation will, at least initially, plant small and perhaps irregularly shaped plots. Shelter belts 
will most likely be isolated strips on the landscape rather than applied across the majority of farms, 
and in some cases farms have only patches of low-fertility soil. Therefore, if landholders act 
according to the priorities indicated by the respondents to the survey, then the result will be a mosaic 
of forestry pieces, rather than an orderly aggregation.  
 
5.9  Outcomes from the Survey  
 
This survey has extended the work of other researchers to medium rainfall areas and responses 
indicate that attitudes amongst landholders in these broadacre areas have similar attitudes to forestry 
as those in the near-coastal regions. The methods used have some limitations, especially relating to 
the ‘selection’ of a sample. There were also some specific statements that could have been included, 
most notably one relating to salinity control as a reason for having plantations, and possibly one on 
waterway protection. A survey on this scale would not normally be an option for catchment or 
community groups. When taken with other survey work, the findings do provide community groups 
with at least some hypotheses with which to work, given the relative conformity between survey 
findings. More particularly, the results of this survey can be used: 
 
1. to identify those people likely to have a greater predisposition to farm forestry, so that extension 
personnel can use this information to locate potential growers and joint venture partners; 
2. by policy-makers in order to gain an appreciation of the policy environment, particularly the 
extent of, and particulars of, the resistance to farm forestry amongst some types of landholders, 
especially those who hold large areas of land that may be suitable for plantations; 
3. to create spatial representations of possible landscape changes, based on the preferences of 
landholders and their likely land-use choices. While this work does not reveal exactly where 
plantations might be in the landscape, some conclusions are possible, given that there are 
concentrations of different types of landholders in sub-regions; and 
4. for the ranking of reasons and barriers and the aforementioned spatial representations as inputs to 
the MODSS process, discussed elsewhere in this report.  
 
5.10  Summary 
 
An increase in the area of land devoted to plantation forestry on private farms could have some on-
farm and social benefits, including conservation and regional economic benefits, as noted in Chapter 
2. Responses to the survey indicate that the rate of uptake of farm forestry in the inland 
cropping/pastoral zone is relatively low. It would appear that farm forestry will remain a relatively 
minor activity in landscapes dominated by extensive crop production and grazing activity, or even 
where there is more intensive production occurring. These conclusions are based on the statistical 
analysis of some 750 landholders from five shires on the Darling Downs in Queensland and one shire 
on the New England Tableland in NSW. Therefore, it is not necessarily representative of the inland 
medium rainfall areas. Nor were landholders stratified in any way so there is also potential for a 
response bias. The respondents were categorised into landholder types, based on the type and extent 
of their agricultural activity and the extent and source of their income. An analysis of the attitudes of 
landholder types suggested that those who are commercial or part-time farmers are less supportive of 
reasons for establishing plantations and tend to believe that the barriers to that activity are greater than 
is the case with other landholders. While the low-production landholders have a greater predisposition 
to consider forestry, generally even they do not see it as primarily a commercial activity. Therefore, 
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 based on these findings, it is concluded that there will be little expansion of farm forestry activity in 
broadacre agricultural landscapes. 
 
The research has provided information about landholders’ attitudes that can be used in processes of 
community engagement for land-use planning by those involved in land administration and 
conservation activities. In particular, the priorities of landholders, the types of plantations they may 
prefer based on their priorities and their concerns about farm forestry can be taken into account, both 
in advance of informal engagement processes, and in more formal MODSS type work. These results 
suggest that landholders are likely to favour plantation options that fit around cropping and grazing 
activities, even where those activities are conducted at a sub-commercial level. In particular, most 
landholder types tend to see plantations as having a conservation function.  
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